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The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JONI
ERNST, a Senator from the State of
Iowa.

——
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Spirit, the fountain of all of
our blessings, we rejoice because of the
majesty of Your Name and power, for
Your glory fills the Earth. We see Your
handiwork in the beauty of spacious
skies and in the splendor of amber
waves of grain. Today, inspire our Sen-
ators so that the thoughts they think,
the words they speak, and the deeds
they do will please You.

Lord, as our lawmakers strive to live
worthy of Your blessings, continue to
surround them with the shield of Your
favor and prompt them to strive to find
common ground. As we all experience
Your favor, help us to remember the
needy and those crushed by the iron
feet of injustice. May we strive to stay
within the circle of Your providential
will, remembering Your promise to
supply all of our needs.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 26, 2016.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JONI ERNST, a Senator
from the State of Iowa, to perform the duties
of the Chair.

ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. ERNST thereupon assumed the

Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

———

JUSTICE AGAINST SPONSORS OF
TERRORISM ACT—VETO

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
is there a message at the desk in ref-
erence to S. 2040?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate
a communication from the Secretary
of the Senate regarding that matter.

The clerk will read the communica-
tion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, September 26, 2016.
Hon. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr.,
President of the Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On Friday, Sep-
tember 23, 2016, the President of the United
States sent by messenger the attached sealed
envelope addressed to the President of the
Senate dated September 23, 2016, said to con-
tain a veto message on the bill S. 2040, the
“Justice Against Sponsors of Terrorism
Act.” The Senate not being in session on the
last day which the President had for the re-
turn of this bill under the provisions of the
Constitution of the United States, in order
to protect the interests of the Senate so that
it might have the opportunity to reconsider
the bill, I accepted the message at 3:45 p.m.,

and I now present to you the President’s veto
message, with the accompanying papers, for
disposition by the Senate.
Respectfully,
JULIE E. ADAMS,
Secretary of the Senate.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
is the veto message with the papers at-
tached at the desk?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. It is.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the veto
message on S. 2040 be considered as
having been read; that it be printed in
the RECORD, and spread in full upon the
Journal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The veto message ordered to be print-
ed in the RECORD is as follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

I am returning herewith without my
approval S. 2040, the ‘‘Justice Against
Sponsors of Terrorism Act” (JASTA),
which would, among other things, re-
move sovereign immunity in U.S.
courts from foreign governments that
are not designated state sponsors of
terrorism.

I have deep sympathy for the families
of the victims of the terrorist attacks
of September 11, 2001 (9/11), who have
suffered grievously. I also have a deep
appreciation of these families’ desire to
pursue justice and am strongly com-
mitted to assisting them in their ef-
forts.

Consistent with this commitment,
over the past 8 years, I have directed
my Administration to pursue relent-
lessly al-Qa’ida, the terrorist group
that planned the 9/11 attacks. The he-
roic efforts of our military and
counterterrorism professionals have
decimated al-Qa’ida’s leadership and
killed Osama bin Laden. My Adminis-
tration also strongly supported, and I
signed into law, legislation which en-
sured that those who bravely responded
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on that terrible day and other sur-
vivors of the attacks will be able to re-
ceive treatment for any injuries result-
ing from the attacks. And my Adminis-
tration also directed the Intelligence
Community to perform a declassifica-
tion review of ‘“‘Part Four of the Joint
Congressional Inquiry into Intelligence
Community Activities Before and After
the Terrorist Attacks of September
11,” so that the families of 9/11 victims
and broader public can better under-
stand the information investigators
gathered following that dark day of our
history.

Notwithstanding these significant ef-
forts, I recognize that there is nothing
that could ever erase the grief the 9/11
families have endured. My Administra-
tion therefore remains resolute in its
commitment to assist these families in
their pursuit of justice and do what-
ever we can to prevent another attack
in the United States. Enacting JASTA
into law, however, would neither pro-
tect Americans from terrorist attacks
nor improve the effectiveness of our re-
sponse to such attacks. As drafted,
JASTA would allow private litigation
against foreign governments in U.S.
courts based on allegations that such
foreign governments’ actions abroad
made them responsible for terrorism-
related injuries on U.S. soil. This legis-
lation would permit litigation against
countries that have neither been des-
ignated by the executive branch as
state sponsors of terrorism nor taken
direct actions in the United States to
carry out an attack here. The JASTA
would be detrimental to U.S. national
interests more broadly, which is why I
am returning it without my approval.

First, JASTA threatens to reduce the
effectiveness of our response to indica-
tions that a foreign government has
taken steps outside our borders to pro-
vide support for terrorism, by taking
such matters out of the hands of na-
tional security and foreign policy pro-
fessionals and placing them in the
hands of private litigants and courts.

Any indication that a foreign govern-
ment played a role in a terrorist attack
on U.S. soil is a matter of deep concern
and merits a forceful, unified Federal
Government response that considers
the wide range of important and effec-
tive tools available. One of these tools
is designating the foreign government
in question as a state sponsor of ter-
rorism, which carries with it a litany
of repercussions, including the foreign
government being stripped of its sov-
ereign immunity before U.S. courts in
certain terrorism-related cases and
subjected to a range of sanctions.
Given these serious consequences, state
sponsor of terrorism designations are
made only after national security, for-
eign policy, and intelligence profes-
sionals carefully review all available
information to determine whether a
country meets the criteria that the
Congress established.

In contrast, JASTA departs from
longstanding standards and practice
under our Foreign Sovereign Immuni-
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ties Act and threatens to strip all for-
eign governments of immunity from
judicial process in the United States
based solely upon allegations by pri-
vate litigants that a foreign govern-
ment’s overseas conduct had some role
or connection to a group or person that
carried out a terrorist attack inside
the United States. This would invite
consequential decisions to be made
based upon incomplete information and
risk having different courts reaching
different conclusions about the culpa-
bility of individual foreign govern-
ments and their role in terrorist activi-
ties directed against the TUnited
States—which is neither an effective
nor a coordinated way for us to respond
to indications that a foreign govern-
ment might have been behind a ter-
rorist attack.

Second, JASTA would upset long-
standing international principles re-
garding sovereign immunity, putting
in place rules that, if applied globally,
could have serious implications for
U.S. national interests. The United
States has a larger international pres-
ence, by far, than any other country,
and sovereign immunity principles pro-
tect our Nation and its Armed Forces,
officials, and assistance professionals,
from foreign court proceedings. These
principles also protect U.S. Govern-
ment assets from attempted seizure by
private litigants abroad. Removing
sovereign immunity in U.S. courts
from foreign governments that are not
designated as state sponsors of ter-
rorism, based solely on allegations that
such foreign governments’ actions
abroad had a connection to terrorism-
related injuries on U.S. soil, threatens
to undermine these longstanding prin-
ciples that protect the United States,
our forces, and our personnel.

Indeed, reciprocity plays a substan-
tial role in foreign relations, and nu-
merous other countries already have
laws that allow for the adjustment of a
foreign state’s immunities based on the
treatment their governments receive
in the courts of the other state. Enact-
ment of JASTA could encourage for-
eign governments to act reciprocally
and allow their domestic courts to ex-
ercise jurisdiction over the United
States or U.S. officials—including our
men and women in uniform—for alleg-
edly causing injuries overseas via U.S.
support to third parties. This could
lead to suits against the United States
or U.S. officials for actions taken by
members of an armed group that re-
ceived U.S. assistance, misuse of U.S.
military equipment by foreign forces,
or abuses committed by police units
that received U.S. training, even if the
allegations at issue ultimately would
be without merit. And if any of these
litigants were to win judgments—based
on foreign domestic laws as applied by
foreign courts—they would begin to
look to the assets of the U.S. Govern-
ment held abroad to satisfy those judg-
ments, with potentially serious finan-
cial consequences for the TUnited
States.

September 26, 2016

Third, JASTA threatens to create
complications in our relationships with
even our closest partners. If JASTA
were enacted, courts could potentially
consider even minimal allegations ac-
cusing U.S. allies or partners of com-
plicity in a particular terrorist attack
in the United States to be sufficient to
open the door to litigation and wide-
ranging discovery against a foreign
country—for example, the country
where an individual who later com-
mitted a terrorist act traveled from or
became radicalized. A number of our
allies and partners have already con-
tacted us with serious concerns about
the bill. By exposing these allies and
partners to this sort of litigation in
U.S. courts, JASTA threatens to limit
their cooperation on key national secu-
rity issues, including counterterrorism
initiatives, at a crucial time when we
are trying to build coalitions, not cre-
ate divisions.

The 9/11 attacks were the worst act of
terrorism on U.S. soil, and they were
met with an unprecedented U.S. Gov-
ernment response. The United States
has taken robust and wide-ranging ac-
tions to provide justice for the victims
of the 9/11 attacks and keep Americans
safe, from providing financial com-
pensation for victims and their fami-
lies to conducting worldwide counter-
terrorism programs to bringing crimi-
nal charges against culpable individ-
uals. I have continued and expanded
upon these efforts, both to help victims
of terrorism gain justice for the loss
and suffering of their loved ones and to
protect the United States from future
attacks. The JASTA, however, does not
contribute to these goals, does not en-
hance the safety of Americans from
terrorist attacks, and undermines core
U.S. interests.

For these reasons, I must veto the
bill.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 23, 2016.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the provisions of rule XXII,
the veto message be held at the desk,
and at a time to be determined by the
majority leader in consultation with
the Democratic leader on Wednesday,
September 28, the Senate proceed to
the veto message on S. 2040; that there
be 2 hours of debate, divided between
the leaders or their designees; that
upon the use or yielding back of that
time, the Senate vote on passage of the
bill, the objections of the President to
the contrary notwithstanding, with no
intervening action or debate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
the 10-week clean CR the Senate will
vote on tomorrow is pretty simple. It
keeps the government funded at the
same agreed-upon, bipartisan spending
levels as today. It contains zero con-
troversial riders, it funds the fight
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against Zika, and it ensures that vet-
erans and the victims of severe flood-
ing and the heroin and prescription
opioid crisis are not left behind. It is
clean. It is fair. We should pass it.

Now, it is true that some in the
Democratic leadership would like to
turn this simple 10-week funding bill
into some unnecessary partisan food
fight. They think it is good election-
year politics, but they have struggled
to explain how they might even justify
a vote against it. They can’t do it on
spending levels; they already agreed to
those. They can’t do it on controversial
riders; there are none. They can’t do it
on Zika; we have a bipartisan com-
promise there. Both Democrats and Re-
publicans agree on the need to help
vets, flood victims, and those suffering
from the heroin and prescription opioid
crisis.

So if both parties support what is ac-
tually in the clean CR-Zika package,
then just what in this bill are Demo-
cratic leaders opposed to? It turns out
they are trying to take our country to
the brink, not based on something that
is in this bill but something that isn’t,
and it is something the Senate already
addressed in the appropriate vehicle to
do so.

On September 15, the Senate voted to
pass the Water Resources Development
Act, which includes assistance for the
families affected by lead poisoning in
Flint. As Chairman INHOFE has pointed
out, WRDA is not only the proper vehi-
cle to address the situation facing
Flint now, it is also the proper vehicle
to help prevent water infrastructure
crises in the future. The House is now
prepared this week to pass WRDA as
well, and Chairman INHOFE has pledged
he will continue to pursue resources for
Flint once the bill goes to conference.

We know it is important to help the
victims of recent severe flooding.
Democrats are now suggesting, how-
ever, that we not provide that relief
unless they get an unrelated rider in
this clean CR-Zika package. Is their so-
lution then to remove help for flood
victims? If their solution is to remove
help for flood victims, they should say
S0.
So let’s be clear. It would be cruel for
any Senator who just voted to help
Flint to now turn around and filibuster
the victims of floods, the heroin and
prescription opioid crisis, and Zika as
part of some partisan game.

Senators in both parties know this. I
know our Democratic friends under-
stand this, especially when we consider
their calls to do more to address the
heroin and prescription opioid crisis,
and especially when we consider the
letter they just wrote on Zika this
month.

Let me read some of what they had
to say: ‘“‘Zika is now well established in
the United States with cases of local
transmission by mosquitoes being re-
ported in multiple areas of Florida, as
well as the U.S. territories,”” Demo-
cratic Senators wrote. It is causing
‘“‘babies [to] die, pregnant women and
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communities [to] suffer, [and] adults
[to] worry about future long-term neu-
rological risks from Zika. . . . "

These Senate Democrats called for
immediate passage of a bipartisan Zika
package because ‘‘[tlhe longer we
delay, the greater the . . . irreparable
human harm from Zika.”

This is what they said: ‘“The time for
partisan games is over.”’

Now, that is a letter Senate Demo-
crats wrote just this month. The bill
before us contains a compromise Zika
package that both parties support.

Senator NELSON, a Democrat from
Florida, understands the urgency of ad-
dressing Zika, and that is why he sup-
ports this bill which, as he noted, rep-
resents a ‘‘clean $1.1 billion to help
stop the spread of the Zika virus with
no political riders.”

Senator SCHATZ, a Democrat from
Hawaii, also voiced his support for the
Zika compromise in this bill. Just last
week, he said it is good for his State
and urged that we ‘“move forward with
providing the CDC with the resources
it needs.”

Senator NELSON and Senator SCHATZ
are just 2 Democratic Senators out of
nearly 30 who penned the letter earlier
this month calling for quick congres-
sional action on Zika. I ask all of them
to join us and act now.

Just as we joined together to help
Flint earlier this month in the appro-
priate vehicle, now it is time for Demo-
crats to join with Republicans to en-
sure veterans and those impacted by
Zika, flooding, and the heroin and pre-
scription opioid crisis do not fall vic-
tim to a partisan filibuster.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

DONALD TRUMP

Mr. REID. Madam President, vir-
tually every time Donald Trump says
or does something discriminatory—and
that is often—the media relies upon a
catalog of buzzwords to describe his ac-
tions. The press uses words like hate-
ful, intolerant, bigot, extremist, preju-
dice, to name but a few. Yet there is al-
ways one word that many of the press
conspicuously avoid: Racist. They
never label Trump as a racist, but he is
a racist. Donald Trump is a racist.
“Racist” is a term I don’t really like.

We have all, with rare exception—I
don’t know who it would be—said
things that are not politically correct,
but I don’t know of anyone, when that
happens, who doesn’t acknowledge it
and, if necessary, apologizes quickly,
but Donald Trump doesn’t believe the
racist things he does and says are
wrong. He says them with the full in-
tent to demean and to denigrate. That
is who he is.

Each time Trump is given a chance
to apologize and make amends, he re-
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fuses, and then he doubles down on
what he said before. The media is not
holding Donald Trump accountable at
all. He is not being held accountable.

So why do reporters and pundits ab-
stain from calling Trump what he is—
a racist? It is not as if Trump’s racism
is new. His bigotry has been on display
since the early days of his business ca-
reer.

When Donald Trump was still work-
ing at his father’s side as second in
command, the Department of Justice
slapped their company with a civil
rights lawsuit. Why? Because they de-
served it. Undercover Federal officers
in New York found that the Trumps
discriminated against potential ten-
ants by rejecting applications for hous-
ing from African Americans and Puerto
Ricans.

Trump has even had a secret system
for discriminatory practices. As the
Washington Post reported:

Trump employees have secretly marked
the applications of minorities with codes,
such as ‘No. 9’ and ‘C’ for colored. . . . The
employees allegedly directed blacks and
Puerto Ricans away from buildings with
mostly white tenants and steered them to-
ward properties that had many minorities.

In the 1980s, Trump took his racism
to Atlantic City. This is Donald Trump
at his best. He cheated, coerced, filed
bankruptcy, did anything he could to
cheat people out of money. In the proc-
ess, his racism came to the forefront in
Atlantic City. Trump was accused of
making his African-American employ-
ees move off the casino floor when he
didn’t want to see them, which was any
time he came to the casino. One em-
ployee, Kip Brown, said:

When Donald and Ivana came to the ca-
sino, the bosses would order all the black
people off the floor. It was the eighties, I was
a teenager, but I remember it: they put us
all in the back.

Trump was later fined $200,000 by the
New Jersey Casino Control Commission
for that act of disgusting racism.

In the 1990s, John O’Donnell, the
former president of Trump Plaza Hotel
and Casino, wrote a book about his
time working with Donald Trump.
O’Donnell reported that Trump fre-
quently denigrated African Americans.
He remembers a lot, but he specifically
remembers Trump saying of his ac-
countants:

I’'ve got black accountants at Trump Cas-
tle and Trump Plaza. Black guys counting
my money! I hate it. The only kind of people
I want counting my money are short guys
that wear yarmulkes every day.

How about that?

I've got black accountants at Trump Castle
and Trump Plaza. Black guys counting my
money! I hate it.

Those are
Trump’s mouth.
The only kind of people I want counting my
money are short guys that wear yarmulkes
every day.

That is what he said.

Speaking of another African-Amer-
ican employee, Trump told O’Donnell:

I think the guy is lazy. And it’s probably
not his fault because laziness is a trait in
blacks. It really is. I believe that.

words from Donald
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That is Donald Trump. He thinks
that Blacks are lazy and that they
can’t help it because it is one of their
traits. Trump didn’t deny it. He later
admitted: ““The stuff O’Donnell wrote
about me is probably true.”

But since Donald Trump became in-
volved in Presidential politics, his rac-
ism has reached even new heights.
Trump led the so-called birther move-
ment to delegitimize our first African-
American President. Last year, an-
nouncing his candidacy for President,
Trump denounced Mexican immigrants
as ‘‘criminals, drug dealers, rapists.”

Consider all of the despicable racist
things he has done this year alone. He
has repeatedly called for a ban on Mus-
lims entering the United States.
Trump attacked a Gold Star dad and a
Gold Star mother. They are Muslims.
Their son, CPT Humayun Khan, was
killed in battle, but Donald Trump
didn’t only question Mr. Khan, he ques-
tioned Mrs. Khan. She was sitting
there, and he said: I guess she is not
talking because she is forbidden to
speak by Islam.

Donald Trump refused to condemn
former KKK grand wizard David Duke,
who is still in politics.

Donald Trump has retweeted mes-
sages from Nazi sympathizers and
White supremacists.

Donald Trump launched a racist at-
tack on U.S. District Court dJudge
Curiel, a man born in Indiana, but
Trump didn’t like that because his
mom and dad were of Mexican heritage.
He said he should be disqualified from
hearing the case. Speaker RYAN called
Trump’s offensive attack ‘‘a textbook
definition of a racist comment.”” This
is the U.S. House of Representatives
Speaker, who acknowledges that his
Republican Presidential nominee is a
racist. Yet here we are, 7 weeks from
election day, and the Speaker of the
House and the Senate Republican lead-
er are both endorsing this racist man.

Republicans should not support a
man for President who by their Speak-
er’s own admission is the textbook def-
inition of a racist. Think of the exam-
ple Republicans are setting for our Na-
tion’s youth. Republicans are normal-
izing this racist behavior. This will be
their legacy—one of them. They have
plenty to add to that. Those who refuse
to denounce Donald Trump’s actions as
racism are complicit in propagating
and normalizing his hate.

It is time for reporters and journal-
ists to be honest with the American
people. They owe Americans the truth:
Through his words and deeds, Donald
Trump is a racist.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. REID. Madam President, I want
to make a few comments on the CR.
Senator MCCONNELL has given a great
statement, but about whom? It is a
straw man argument. We don’t oppose
the Zika legislation. We don’t oppose
helping flood victims. But we want
more. We think it should be taken care
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of, but it hasn’t been in this bill, that
is for sure.

On opioids, we think it should be
really funded, not this pitter path that
doesn’t do anything. What it does is
allow you to spend money that is not
here. We think we should do the Sha-
heen legislation and pay for it. We do
believe we should not leave Flint be-
hind, though.

The CR proposed by the Republicans
is short on a number of issues, and I
will talk only about two of them this
afternoon.

I was especially disappointed to see
the Republicans’ proposal regarding
another disaster—a disaster that has
been ongoing for well over a year. This
CR, this funding measure, does not put
a single penny toward Flint, MI—not a
penny. The people of Flint, MI, have
been waiting for emergency assistance
to clean up poison water for more than
a year. There are 100,000 people—chil-
dren—lead-poisoned already.

Senate Republicans claim they will
address the needs of Flint when we re-
turn after the election. Well, we have
heard that before, haven’t we? That
has been the Republicans go-to move in
stalling funding for Flint—they always
claim they will do it at a later time.
Flint has heard this and heard this and
heard this. In the meantime, the people
of Flint, if they are fortunate, can take
a drink of water out of a bottle and
bathe in bottled water.

We ran out of time months ago. We
ran out of time when the Republicans
decided to take a T7-week vacation,
which is something that was remark-
able in history, in more than 60 years.
With the time we are going to have off
before December 9 with the funding
resolution, it will be the longest break
the Senate has had going back, we be-
lieve, to before the Depression—the
Great Depression, not the Bush depres-
sion.

The crisis has been going on for a
long time. Two and a half years ago,
Flint learned that its water was not
safe. Nine months ago, Republican
Governor Snyder and President Obama
declared the Flint, MI, water crisis an
emergency. Five months ago, the Sen-
ate Environment and Public Works
Committee passed water infrastructure
legislation with a bipartisan aid pack-
age for Flint. I commend the chairman
of that committee, Senator INHOFE,
over and over for agreeing to do the
fair thing. That package was voted out
of the Senate less than 2 weeks ago on
a vote of 95 to 3 as part of the so-called
WRDA Act, but the House Republicans
made it clear they have no intention of
putting funding for Flint in that bill.
Still the people of Flint wait for assist-
ance.

I have heard all the happy talk: Well,
the Republicans are going to take care
of this. Call and tell me you are going
to take care of it. Give me some assur-
ances that you are going to take care
of it because 100,000 Flint residents
continue to struggle with having safe
water to drink. In fact, 40 percent of
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the people of Flint live below the pov-
erty line.

Flint, MI, is a community of color—
African Americans. The junior Senator
from Louisiana was especially callous
in dismissing the people of Flint. It is
hard to acknowledge what he said, but
I am going to do it. He called the resi-
dents of Flint ‘‘other people’s grief.”
Well, using his analogy, the things we
have done over the years with all the
problems that Louisiana has had—hur-
ricanes, floods, wind storms, and this
latest ravaging rain they got—in Ne-
vada, I guess that is somebody else’s
problem—the people of Louisiana. The
many problems we have had in Texas
over the 1last decade—they are
everybody’s problem, but not by the
definition of the Senator from Lou-
isiana. They are not other people’s
grief.

I would suggest the relatively new
Senator from Louisiana needs to figure
out what the name of his job is. It is
United States Senator—not State sen-
ator from Louisiana, United States
Senator. He can look out for the people
of Louisiana and yet turn a cold shoul-
der to fellow Americans in Michigan.
Congress must act to address emer-
gencies whenever and wherever they
occur, especially to help wvulnerable
Americans, because every one of these
emergencies is creating lots of vulner-
able Americans.

The people of Flint deserve justice,
and 90,000 children who have been lead-
poisoned deserve justice. But instead of
helping the people of Flint, they prom-
ise to use this government funding
measure to feed their addiction to un-
disclosed and unaccountable dark
money. What the Republican leader
stuck in this funding resolution is a
provision to prevent the Securities and
Exchange Commission from telling cor-
porations that they must disclose cam-
paign contributions. If ever there were
legislation contained in a resolution
that didn’t deserve to be there, it
would be that. Shadowy interest
groups are spending hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars on trying to elect hand-
picked political candidates.

What is this dark money? It is all
these advertisements with all these
phony front groups, most of which are
funded by the Koch brothers. You
won’t see their name on anything other
than something to divert your atten-
tion—a public service announcement
about how good Koch Industries is for
creating jobs. Well, Koch Industries is
great for trying to get richer and rich-
er and trying to enrich these two
wealthy, Republican, rightwing men
who are doing everything they can to
buy America. They are doing pretty
well, I have to give them credit for
that. If they continue the way they
are, they are going to be first in line.
They are going to be the No. 1 oligarch
in America, and they can match to see
if they are entitled to be even a notch
higher than the No. 1 oligarch in Rus-
sia. Russia is an oligarchy, and because
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of the Koch brothers, America is turn-
ing into one. And what does the Repub-
lican leader do? He sticks a provision
in this legislation to protect them even
further.

Current Federal law requires publicly
traded corporations to disclose finan-
cial details on their annual report to
shareholders, such as how much they
are paying their executive officers and
others, but shareholders—the true own-
ers of corporations—have no idea how
much money is being spent on politics,
being directed by a few in the corpora-
tions. The Securities and Exchange
Commission does not require this to be
reported.

Last August, 44 Democratic Senators
sent a letter to the Securities and Ex-
change Commission in support of add-
ing political disclosures in their annual
shareholder reports. The Republican
leader wants to stop this. He wants to
do everything he can to protect the
Koch brothers. But the Securities and
Exchange Commission received 1 mil-
lion public comments in support of dis-
closure because it protects the inter-
ests of investors—1 million comments.
That is unheard of.

The Republicans in the Senate are
opposed to disclosure. That is why the
Republican leader has attached this so-
called rider to the government funding
bill to prevent shareholders from
knowing how their money is spent and
being used in the political process. Re-
publicans are holding the government
hostage because they want to keep the
political system awash in dark money.
They want to give contributions to the
Chamber of Commerce, the National
Rifle Association, and on and on—mil-
lions and millions of dollars.

The Senate Republicans need to
rethink their priorities. Republicans
need to spend less time worrying about
the balance in their campaign accounts
and more time protecting their fellow
Americans, especially those in Flint,
MI.

Madam President, I see my friend the
senior Senator from Iowa on the floor.
Before he speaks, will the Chair an-
nounce the business of the day.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

—————

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2017

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 5325, which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 5325) making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2017, and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

McConnell (for Cochran) amendment No.
5082, in the nature of a substitute.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

McConnell amendment No. 5083 (to amend-
ment No. 5082), to change the enactment
date.

McConnell amendment No. 5084 (to amend-
ment No. 5083), of a perfecting nature.

McConnell amendment No. 5085 (to the lan-
guage proposed to be stricken by amendment
No. 5082), to change the enactment date.

McConnell amendment No. 5086 (to amend-
ment No. 5085), of a perfecting nature.

McConnell motion to commit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations, with in-
structions, McConnell amendment No. 5087,
to change the enactment date.

McConnell amendment No. 5088 (to (the in-
structions) amendment No. 5087), of a per-
fecting nature.

McConnell amendment No. 5089 (to amend-
ment No. 5088), of a perfecting nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa.

IOWA FLOODS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
natural disasters happen. Eight years
ago, Senator Harkin and I had to deal
with flooding in Eastern Iowa. Today
Senator ERNST and I are called upon to
observe—as we did this past weekend—
a great amount of flooding in Eastern
Iowa. Earlier this year, we also heard
the Senators from West Virginia and
the Senators from Louisiana speak
about the natural disasters in their
State. It was only 8 years ago that I
was on the floor talking about the
record devastation caused by severe
storms and floods. Many of the same
places are currently experiencing simi-
lar flooding as rivers are cresting at
record or near-record levels.

On Saturday, I toured several cities
with the Governor, the Lieutenant
Governor, and Members of the Iowa
congressional delegation, including
Senator ERNST. We saw debris and
damage left by receding floodwaters,
many homes underwater, and great
flood fight preparations.

Many businesses and individual vol-
unteers have been working tirelessly to
help prevent damage to both public and
private property and to help clean up.
Today I had a discussion with the
mayor of Greene, IA, about the num-
bers of high schools that are closed in
that area, but the kids are coming in
to help clean up in the city of Greene,
IA. This is the Iowa way. I thank those
who have helped and will provide as-
sistance in the future.

Since the floods of 2008, many lessons
have been learned. Plans and training
to protect Iowa communities are in
place. I am pleased to report that the
mitigation through Federal, State, and
local resources that has taken place
throughout Iowa since the floods of
2008 has been beneficial. This has al-
ready proven effective and will lessen
the impact of this year’s floods. It is
estimated that more than $50 million
of reduced impact will be experienced
because of previous mitigation efforts.
However, as we learned this weekend,
so much remains to be done.

Iowa’s second largest city, Cedar
Rapids, experienced massive devasta-
tion, with more than 1,300 city blocks
covered in water and over $32 billion
worth of damages from the floods of
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2008. Today, as a result of massive
amounts of rain upstream over the last
few days, the city of Cedar Rapids is
fighting to prepare for the high crest
on the Cedar River, second only to 2008.
Cedar Rapids is doing everything it can
to protect its citizens by using HESCO
barriers, earthen levees, and berms.
However, a permanent solution
through permanent flood control struc-
tures is still very much needed.

Even prior to the 2008 floods, the pro-
tection of the Cedar River in Cedar
Rapids was identified as needing eval-
uation. In 2006, Congress authorized a
flood risk management feasibility
study with the feasibility cost share
arrangement being signed on May 30,
2008. Since then, the feasibility study
was completed and alternatives were
chosen, although this Federal project
protects only a portion of Cedar Rap-
ids. I worked to get the construction of
the project authorized in the Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act
of 2014. That happened to be the first
WRDA bill since 2007. However, funding
has been difficult to obtain since the
benefit-cost ratio is just over one from
the point of view of the Corps of Engi-
neers’ scoring.

I am pleased the Senate instructed
the Army Corps of Engineers to expe-
dite this and three other flood damage
reduction and flood risk management
projects in the recently passed Water
Resources Development Act.

Also in this year’s act, the Senate
passed an amendment to the bill that I
was pleased to cosponsor with my col-
league, Senator ERNST, requiring the
Government Accountability Office to
study the Army Corps of Engineers’
methodology and performance metrics
used to calculate benefit-cost ratios
when evaluating construction projects.

I have heard from Cedar Rapids, Des
Moines, and several other places in
Iowa regarding their concerns about
how the Corps calculates the benefit of
structures and that mitigation and fu-
ture savings is not a strong factor in
determining flood risk management.

Let me say that as I talk to people in
Iowa—but particularly in Cedar Rap-
ids, TA—about the cost-benefit ratio,
mitigation, and future savings not
being taken so much into consider-
ation, it is something that they just do
not understand. I recognize that this is
a complex issue and that the Corps
rarely gets enough funding to maintain
and operate what it owns, let alone
start numerous construction projects. I
also recognize the need to have a ra-
tionale on how to prioritize projects
when there are scarce resources, and I
have been supportive of these efforts.

However, a one-size-fits-all approach
doesn’t work when dealing with flood
protection. This is the most difficult
thing to explain to people in Cedar
Rapids, IA. It is a necessity to more ac-
curately quantify future benefits and
the protection of citizens when making
benefit-cost ratios. We also need to
find a way to expedite these flood
projects so it doesn’t take 20 to 40
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years to study, design, and build—and
it seems as if it takes forever to get
completed.

Again, Iowans—especially the people
of Cedar Rapids—when they are faced
with severe, repeated flooding, don’t
understand why the Federal Govern-
ment does not prioritize flood risk
management and mitigation instead of
spending emergency money to fight, re-
cover, and then put them back in the
same position as they were before.
That money was spent in 2008—maybe
not as much money, but still a great
deal of money was spent this year—and
still they are in the same position.
That is what is not seemed to be under-
stood. This money would be better
spent actually mitigating the problem
and protecting citizens and their prop-
erty.

I have heard of similar concerns all
across the United States, not just in
Iowa. My staff has surveyed articles
from Louisiana, Texas, New Jersey,
and Idaho, all stating similar concerns.
I am sure that if we continued to look,
we would find others as well.

I call on the Army Corps of Engineers
to carefully evaluate how they can im-
prove their areas of flood control pol-
icy. Reforms have taken place to expe-
dite the study, planning, and report
process, but reforms are needed to how
they make these determinations.

I also call on the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and my colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee to
change the way the Army Corps of En-
gineers receives its funding. Every part
of the Corps’ budget could be consid-
ered an earmark under Senate rules.
Therefore, it is very hard to advocate
for the nee